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ABSTRACT 

Based on the assumption that learning difficulty in 
programed instruction is related to completion time and program 
response error-rates, an attempt was made to demonstrate that 
deletion of knowledge of results (KR) and first example (E) in the 
Rule-Example- Positive/Negative Example teaching frame paradigm would 
increase learning difficulty. Four groups of 31 subsets each 
completed programs with the following designs: E and KR; E and no KR 
KR and no E, and no E and no KR. Program response rates and work 
rates favored the inclusion of examples. KR influenced completion 
time when the examples were deleted. It was concluded that examples 
in teaching frames were a factor influencing learning difficulty. 
(Author) 
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Based on the assumption that learning difficulty in programed 
instruction is related to cocp let ion time and program response 
error-rates, an attempt was made to demonstrate that deletion of 
knowledge of results (KR) and the 1st Example ( 2 ) in the Rr.ia- 
Example-Pos./Neg. Example teaching frame paradigm would increase 
learning difficulty. Four groups of 31 S3 each complet/.d programs 
with the following designs: E & KR, E i So KR, KR & No E, and No E 

& No KR. Program response rates and work rates favo.tid the inclusion 
of examples. KR influenced completion time when e.\amples were 
deleted. It was concluded Chet examples in teaching frames ware a 
factor influencing learning difficulty. 
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Oswa J. Hc-rrAJsg & £ob&xi* X». aorask;^ Stats University ©:? Raw York 

The present s essay ;?ss based on the assumption that laarrdag difficulty is 
directly related to ©csEpIetioa tiase and response error-rate in progsrsasaed materials,, 
n.cr thenaorcj - certain corcccjicnts in a teaching frasaa paradigm, such e~ she Rule" 
Sxarspls -Pcs * / Keg .•> Staple frase could, h© removed end influence both the rise and 
csrror'-rats* thereby £lsc influencing the program's level of learning difficult}?,, 

The first sxratapLa in the F.nl<s«Ssaaspie-PoSs/Neg 0 ? E»a©ple peradigsi wae hypo the s is^d 
7:0 be a critical ccspcae at: which could influence level of learning difficulty 0 
Th© question of whether or r&ofc knowledge of results would influence learning 
difficulty v&s also considered » 
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Ss-iit.llt end Conslsseioae 

The pre-gram response means s.i?& shoarst in Table 1- The difference ereong, the 
-•;",.:.ps \?3:- significant rp«2r.71 t df s 3*120* p<i01}o Using paired eo^pezlsonS;; 
rhfc. prograD; response iseans of Groups -ESI: and EI-HTi usisb signifies i 1 7.y g-;cit.fa 
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The se5.it test scores fcr the four groups f.ro 



in Table 



differences among the groups were not significant (F 43 » 280 t df 



f* 



Completion time mean scores for the four groups are shown. in Table 1.- 
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p <VG1) . Paired comparisons revealed that only the completion tisas tss^ns # 
Groups KRfrS and KSHKR were significantly different (p < .01) , 

Sincn Groups EKR and ENKR had approximately 3 IX more words than Groups 
ICRI'iS and :!JENKR> word per minute reading rates were calculated for each grsis 
gad are shown in Table lo The differences among the groups were sigaifican 
(P ss 45„44, df st 3^120J p<.01). The means of Groups EKR and EliXR were each 
significantly greater then the means of Groups XRNE end NENKR (p<.GI). 

Rate of Comprehend icn (RC) . scores ware computed for each S using the 
following formula: RC ® the percent of the test item correct x the reeding 

rate. The RC means for the four Groups are shown in Table !• ' The diffuse-. a. 
among th» groups were significant (F®25.83, d£«*3,12C£ p <101) » 'Paired 
comparisons showed the RC means of the EKR and the EKKR to be significantly 
greater than the corresponding means of the KRNB and the NE22KR Groups (o < - 
It was concluded that fewer errors would result while completing the p 
gram if examples were included in the teaching fram&s* Although there ws re 
apparent differences in completion timec or test scores, differences did he 
evident when work rates in Che form of reading rate and rate of ecmprehessx 
considered,, Therefore, level of learning difficulty, as it relates tc prog: 
response error-rates and completion time, did increase if the first Example 
the RuIe-Eiiiample-PoSo/Kego Example paradigm was deleted. Feedback or know!- 
of results had a positive effect on completion time only when no examples w- 
given. 

Table 1 
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Haan Program, Teat, Time, Reading Rate and Rate of Comprehension (RC) Score- 
example -Knowledge ©f Results (EKR), Example-No Knowledge of Results (ENK£), 
ledge of Results * K© Example (KRNE) and No Example - K© Knowledge of Rasul; 
SEESKR) Groups , 
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Variables 


ekr] ENKR 


KRHE 


NSNKR 


Progrssa 


] ’ • • 

15.061 15.50 

t 1. 


14.43 


13.96 


Time . 


41.66 1 39.60 


43.03 " 


38.93 


Test 


12.66 


_ 13.13 


12.60 1 


13.20 


Reading 

Rate 


141.74 


146.96 


■ j 

105 #52 


1 

110.06 


RC 

L 


91.88 


93.69 


62*66 


70.91 
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